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JUDICIAL REVIEW OF ORDERS CONCERNING
BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS

TUESDAY, JULY 9, 1963

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuncoMMITTEE ON PuBLic HEALTH AND SAFETY
or i Coaxrrrres oN INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 1334,
Longworth Building, Hon. Kenneth A. Roberts (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Roserrs. The subcommittee will please be in order.

The hearing today is on H.R. 3408 introduced by the distingnished
gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Libonati.

The bill seeks to amend the Public Health Service Act.

It would provide judicial review of orders concerning biological
products.

We are very happy to have you, Mr. Libonati, to appear before our
subcommittee. You may proceed with your statement.

(H.R. 3408 and departmental reports follow :)

[H.R. 3408, 88th Cong., 1st sess.]

A BILL To amend the Public Health Service Act to provide judicinl review of agency
orders concerning biological products

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 351 of the Public Health
Qervice Act, as amended (42 U.8.C. 262), is further amended by adding the fol-
lowing new subsection :

“(h) If the Secretary refuses to issue, suspends, or revokes any license for the
maintenance of an establishment or for the propagation or manufacture and
preparation of products described in subsection (a) of this section, he shall do
so only after due notice to the applicant or the party in interest, as the case may
be, and after having given him an opportunity for a hearing.

“An appeal may be taken by the applicant or party in interest from an order of
the Secretary refusing to issue, suspending, or revoking any license covered by
subsection (a) of this section. Such appeal shall be taken by filing in the United
States Court of Appeals pursuant to section 2112 of title 28, United States Code,
@ written petition praying that the order of the Secretary be set aside. A copy
of such petition shall, upon filing, be forthwith transmitted to the Secretary by
the clerk of the court and the Secretary shall thereupon file in the court the rec-
ord, if any, upon which the order complained of was entered, in accordance with
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of the petition, the
court shall have jurisdiction, which upon filing of the record with it shall be ex-
clusive, to affirm or set aside the order complained of in whole or in part. Until
the filing of the record, the Secretary may modify or set aside his order. The
findings of the Secretary with respect to questions of fact shall be sustained if
supported by substantial evidence when considered on the record as a whole.

“If application is made to the court for leave to adduce additional evidence
and the court is satisfied that such additional evidence is material and that there
were reasonable grounds for the failure to addunee such evidence in the proceed-
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2 JUDICIAL REVIEW CONCERNING BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS

ings below, the court may order such additional evidence to be taken by the Sec-
retary or his delegate in such manner and upon such conditions as the court may
direct. The Secretary may modify his findings by reason of the additional evi-
dence taken and he shall file with the court such modified findings as well as any
changes he may make with regard to the original order. The court may order
such additional evidence to be made a part of the record and if supported by
substantial evidence, the findings of the Secretary shall be conclusive,

“The judgment of the court affirming or setting aside, in whole or in part, any
order under this section shall be final, subject to review by the Supreme Court
of the United States upon certiorari or certification as provided in section 1254
of title 28 United States Code.”

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
July 3, 1963.
Hon. OrRex HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C..

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN @ This letter is in response to your request of February 22,
1963, for a report on H.R. 3408, a bill to amend the Public Health Service Act to
provide judicial review of agency orders concerning biological products.

This bill would amend section 351 of the Public Health Service Act (58 Stat.
T02) as amended (42 U.8.C. 262), to provide that an applicant or party in interest
may be given due notice and an opportunity for hearing if the Secretary refuses
to issue, suspends, or revokes any license for the maintenance of an establish-
ment for the propagation or manufacture and preparation of biological products
as described in section 351. The proposed amendment. would also provide review
in the U.8. court of appeals of an order of the Secretary refusing to issue, sus-
pending. or revoking a license.

This Department recognizes the appropriateness of adequate legal safegnards
to protect the rights of applicants and licensees affected by the provisions of sec-
tion 351 of the Public Health Service Act, which requires the Surgeon General to
prescribe srandards designed to insure the continued safety, purity, and potency
of the products subject to license. Accordingly, Public Health Service regula-
tions (pt. 73) provide, in addition to other safeguards, an opportunity for hear-
ing by a special review board to any manufacturer whose application has been
denied. It is also provided that (except where there is a danger to health) a li-
censee shall be advised in writing of the facts or condnet which may warrant the
suspension or revocation of his license, and shall be accorded an opportunity to
demonstrate or achieve compliance. In the event that noncompliance is con-
tinned, the licensee will be afforded notice and an opportunity for hearing prior
to the decision of the Surgeon General as to whether he will recommend that the
Secretary suspend or revoke the license. Moreover, the validity of a denial, revo-
cation, or suspension is undoubtedly reviewable by the courts in an appropriate
proceeding.

Since the enactment of the biologics control programs in 1902, the provisions of
which later became section 351 of the Public Health Service Act, there has, so far
as we are aware, been no instance in which an administrative hearing has been
requested, or judicial review of a determination songht, of any action taken under
this program.

Nevertheless, we would have no objection to the inclusion of appropriate
specific provisions, in the statute, for opportunity for hearing and for judicial
review, if the committee should feel the insertion of such provisions to be desir-
able, notwithstanding the remoteness of any oceasion for their actual use in the
light of past history. However, while the basic pattern of the bill is in the main
soundly conceived, we believe that the following amendments are required ;

First, provision should be made for the summary suspension by the Secre-
tary of a license pending hearing, when the distribution or sale of a licensed
product pending hearing constitutes a danger to health. This would be in line
with the summary-suspension provision enacted as an amendment to the new-
drug section (i.e., see. 505) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act by
last year's Harris-Kefauver amendments (Drug Amendments of 1962). Such
provision, moreover, is now made administratively for biological drugs in section
73.11 of the above-mentioned Public Health Service regulations. Obviously, the
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provisions of HL.R. 3408 requiring due notice and opportunity for hearing would
be too time-consuming to provide adequate protection for the public health in
certain health emergencies.

Second. we believe that the notice required to be given under the bill, the
opportunity for hearing, and the right to appeal should be limited to applicants
and licensees under section 351 of the Public Health Service Act. Inasmuch as
such applicants and licensees constitute the only interested parties for the pur-
poses of notice, opportunity for hearings, and judicial review, the bill's exten-
cion of these provisions to “the party in interest” is unnecessary and, becanse of
its vagueness, likely to encourage claims for redress by those without legal in-
terest in the subject matter of such claims,

Third, we concur in the suggestions, made in the Justice Department’s report,
that the bill be amended to (a) delete the word “or” at the beginning of line
S on page 1; (b) specify the venue and the time limit for appeal, e.g., 60 days:
and (¢) make clear that an appeal shall not, unless specifically ordered by the
court to the contrary, operate as a stay of the order of the Secretary. (CI. sec.
400 (g) (5) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 21 U.S.C. 348.)

We are. therefore, constrained to object to the bill in its present form but would
have no objection to enactment of the bill if it is amended in the respects above
stated.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection to
the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the administration’s pro-
gram,

Sincerely,
AxtHONY J. CELEBREZZE, Secretary.

ExECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU oF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., July 2, 1963,
Hon, OREX HARRIS,
Chairman. Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Desr Mr. CHAIRMAN : This is in response to your request for the views of
the Bureau of the Budget on H.R. 3408 a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide judicial review of agency orders concerning biological
produets.

The bill would amend section 351 of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.8.C.
262 ), which prohibits interstate traffic in certain biological products unless they
were propagated or manufactured and prepared at an establishment licensed
by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. A new subsection (h)
would be added to provide that the Secretary shall suspend, revoke, or refuse to
jssue a license only after due notice and an opportunity for hearing to the
applicant or party in interest. The Secretary’s order in such a case would be
appealable to the U.S. court of appeals which would have jurisdiction to affirm
or set aside the order in whole or in part. Findings of the Secretary concerning
questions of fact would have to be sustained if supported by substantial evidence
when considered on the record as a whole.

Subjeet to revisions in the bill indicated in the reports of the Departments of
Justice and Health, Education, and Welfare, there would be no objection from
the standpoint of the administration’s program to enactment of H.R. 3408,

Sincerely yours,
Parirrie 8, HUGHES,
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., July 5, 1963,
Hon, OREN HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commeree,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DeaRr M. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of
the Department of Justice concerning H.R. 3408, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide judicial review of agency orders concerning
biological products,
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The bill would amend section 351 of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S8.C.
262), which prohibits interstate traffic in certain biological products unless they
were propagated or manufactured and prepared at an establishment licensed
by the Seecretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. A new subsection (h)
would be added to provide that the Secretary shall suspend, revoke, or refuse
to issue a license only after giving due notice and an opportunity for hearing
to the applicant or party in interest. The Secretary’s order in such a case would
be appealable to the U.S. court of appeals which would have jurisdiction to
affirm or set aside the order in whole or in part. Findings of the Secretary
concerning questions of fact would have to be sustained if supported by sub-
stantial evidence when considered on the record as a whole.

The Department of Justice makes no recommendation as to whether judicial
review of the Secretary’s orders in such cases should be provided. However,
the committee's attention is directed to several aspects of this measure.

We assume that the term “party in interest,” used in the bill, is intended to
refer to a person whose license is suspended or revoked by the Secretary. How-
ever, in order to eliminate any possible ambiguity as to who is meant to be
included within this term, thereby precluding demand for judicial review by
persons not directly affected by the Secretary’s order, it is suggested that the
worid “licensee” be substituted.

The bill fails to specify the particular court of appeals to which an appeal
from the Secretary’s order shall be taken. Accordingly, the committee may
wish to include a provision establishing venue in the court of appeals for the
circuit in which the applicant or licensee resides or has his principal place of
business or in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. This
would be in keeping with statutes similarly providing for direct review of
administrative action in the courts of appeals.

In addition, the measure fails to specify a time limit within which an appeal
from the Secretary’s order may be taken. Other statutes providing for direct
appeal from administrative orders require that any appeal be filed within
a designated number of days, usually 60, from the date of the order.

Since the national health and welfare are so vitally involved in matters
arising under this section of the Public Health Service Act, it is desirable to
mike it clear that the initiation of an appeal does not operate as a stay of the
Secretary’s order.

Further, there is no provision in the bill for summary sugpension of a license
by the Secretary although such immediate action could be required for the pro-
tection of the national health and welfare. We suggest that provision for such
a contingeney be made in this measure,

Finally, in the event of an appeal, the Secretary would be required to file in
the court of appeals the “record, if any.” 1If jurisdiction over these appeals is
to be vested in the courts of appeals, the bill should require that a record be
filed.

By way of a technical suggestion, the word “or” at the beginning of line 8,
page 1, would appear to be incorrect and should be deleted.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this report from the standpoint of the administration’s program.

Sincerely yours,
JoserH F. DoLAN,
Asgistant Deputy Attorney General.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROLAND V, LIBONATI, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. Lisoxatr. Mr. Chairman, I am proud to come before this sub-
committee.

I realize that time is of the essence and you have been solicitous and
cooperative to give me this time to speak on this bill.

It is a short bill and it has for its purpose the addition of subsection
H which provides for a judicial review upon the refusal of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. Food and Drug Administra-
tion, to issue, suspend, or revoke any license for the maintenance of
the establishment or for the propagation or manufacture and prepa-
ration of a drug.
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This is purely in accordance with the legalistic verbiage of the act,
but all it actually does is this: If a petitioner or applicant for a license
to manufacture, et cetera, is 1'11fusm]l. and then through HEW all of the
processes there are activated on this question. Then he has the
right, if he so sees fit, to present to a court a petition. That does not
mean that the court in procedure will grant the petition but at least it
gives him an opportunity to place before the court such documentary
evidence and testimony as necessary to sustain his position, that they
acted arbitrarily, or they did not act at all or some confusion resulted
in their refusal to act.

[ think all other drugs, except those, are biologically active, this
actually takes place. Biological drugs, in accordance with our present
programing of scientific presentation of issues before courts, there
certainly cannot be any retention on the part of the aunthorities to say
that a court could not pass upon at least equities involved and the
question of whether or not a toxic effect is actually prevalent or other
matters which may affect the drug on the market which might affect
some other organ or membrane of the body.

Anyway, it gives an opportunity to an individual or a group of in-
dividuals who feel that they have a remedial method through a drug
to curtail or, in a measure, to benefit the man on the street that they
ought to have a judicial form to make that determination.

With respect to the determination, of course, it is within descretion
of the court to send it back to HEW to determine whether they took
such preliminary steps in accordance with the procedures of the
Health, Education, and Welfare.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the question of judicial review has been
accepted in many fields of the law, and I recommend this bill to you
for the purposes intended. It will not in any way affect or destroy the
competence in the Government operation of HEW.

Sometimes themselves they, with the medical men who are expert
in fields disagree but at least it would add to the question of a precau-
tion tonot destroy in part or in whole the advancement of medicine and
drugs.

Further. Mr. Chairman, if T may add this, it will give an opportu-
nity for a public evaluation of the progress of research and a determi-
nation on having the public represented by a neutral court that will
weigh the evidence and make a determination in accordance with the
scientific facts of experts who will testify before the court.

I think it is a needed step.

Tt would also relieve the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare from certain responsibilities where there is such a disagree-
ment or where they feel that the procedures have not been met in
accordance with the rules of the scientific development or research
as to drugs, and relieve them as to confusion in the public issues,

I am sure that this would only be used in a controversial sense in
matters where the determinations must be made carefully and with an
intent to protect the public if the drug is not the type of drug that
should be placed upon the market.

T think this is an absolutely necessary remedial legislation in view
of the fact that we passed a strict drug law this last session and this
will be a type of remedial legislation which will give rise to a preven-
tion of a shutoff with the Food and Drug Administration as the final
judge.

33-262—64——2
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I ask your favorable consideration of this bill.

Mr. Roeerts. The gentleman, as usual, is very persuasive and the
Chair concedes that there may be a great deal of logie in his position.

Does the gentleman know or think of a concrete ex: ample where he
feels there may be some abuse of discretion, some arbitrary situation
or some improper judgment that has been used where this bill would
correct it

Mr. Ligoxarr. I understand there are some situations in the past
and present of which I could apprise the chairman—and of course
they are very rare—of these situations where this would apply.

Mr. Rogerts. Can the gentleman think of any concrete example?
Say, for instance, in the thalomide situation, what would have hap-
pened under this bill if this type of legislation could have taken the
doctor to the courts?

Mr. Lsoxarr. I think if the facts were known after the Department
approved the drugs, I don’t think the Department would have ever
released the drug. T think in that field there was no measurable ap-
prehension that they had notice of until the drug was actually used
which affected other organs of the body.

In other words, it had its effect in accordance with the control of
what they were endeavoring to perfect with the drug in a curative
sense, but it is only after the use of a drug that if there are aftereffects
that can be curtailed immediately by order of the HEW. After all,
no one, even the good Lord, can determine which ill effects which bene-
fits one part of the body will do in the long run to some other organ in
the body. That can only come unfortunately, through studying the
effects of this drug and determining whether those effects of this drug
have also created this problem in another area of the body.

Mr. Roeerts. Did not, the gentleman state in his formal statement
that in the case of other types of drugs, we have this type of review;
is that correct ?

Mr. Liponarr. Biological drungs have never been given this oppor-
tunity of review.

Mr. Ropegts. I said the gentleman said in cases of other types of
drugs there is this review.

Mr. Ligonarr. Yes, I would say ordinarily no one can measure the
total effect of a drug except for the purpose intended unless in their
study and in its application on humans which comes after they have
tested the drug on animals or plants as the case may be, then they
can make a determination when these effects show up.

There are today some drugs that are used where it is understood
that a certain organ of the bnd_v will be affected but the fact that the
devastation of the disease will destroy the human if he does not get
help, they try to alleviate the effects of this drug on the organs, and in
those cases 1t is a diagnostic fact which the medical profession has
tried to control.

Mr. Rogerrs. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Brotzman.

Mr. Brorzman. I would like to welecome our distinguished col-
league to the subcommittee and I would like to ask two or three
questions,

If T understand correctly, the refusal by the Secretary to issue a
license or if he suspends or revokes a license to prepare produets is
what gives rise to this bill’s operation; is that not correct?
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Mr. Ligonarr. I would say yes: in terms.

Mr. Brorzaax. My first question is this: A quick reading indicates
that this appeal shall first go to the court of appeals. An appeal is
taken from a suspension and then that appeal goes to the U.S. court
of appeals rather than to the Federal district court.

Mr. Lisonari. U.S. court of appeals, but they can refer it for fact-
finding.

Mr. Brorzaax. What is it that the U.S. court of appeals has before
it to consider? What kind of record do they have to review ?

Mr. Lisoxarr. They take the record from HEW that is prepared
and then whatever other supplemental evidence there is from the
petitioner or the licenses. '

Mr. Brorzymaxn. I am not acquainted with all of the administrative
procedure.

Is there a record that is prepared before the Secretary that he would
certify to the U.S. court of appeals so that they could in fact review
that record?

Mr. Libonatt. Yes, they prepare a record and they incorporate in
the record the entire proceedings relative to what they ask in the way
of affirmances and interrogatories and forms and they make a deter-
mination then and they will also put in their conclusion why they
refused the issuance of a license.

It may be even on a question involving the procedures in the re-
search of the drug that were not in conformity with the norms or laws
that have been set up by the AMA on questions of the proper prep-
aration for research in drugs, first on animals or plants :111{} so forth
in order that the toxic quality of the drug can be measured very
minutely and what effect it will have on humans,

Mr. Brorzmax. Correct me if I am wrong, but if a court is review-
ing a decision made by an administrative agency, is it not correct that
short of arbitrary or capricious action, they will uphold the finding
of the administrative agency.

Mr. Lsoxarr. I do not think that is correct if the ruling is based on
where they are limited to making a ruling by their rules and the court,
on the other hand, will look at the rules derived to the individual.

I do not think you are correct, if the drug has a curative effect and
the end result would delay the progress of the disease or diminish
the effect of the disease.

Mr. Roeerrs. I think the question of the gentleman from Colorado
is answered in the bill on page 2, line 19, where you say, *“The finding
of the bill states the findings of the Secretary with respect to questions
of fact shall be sustained if supported by substantial evidence and con-
sidered on the record as a whole.”

Mr. Brorzyax. This is what T was getting at. T had read this spe-
cifie sentence.

The determination, therefore, to be made by the court of appeals is
whether or not there was substantial evidence presented to the Secre-
tary to substantiate his particular finding?

Mr. Lisoxari. To issue a license or to withhold a revocation.

Mr. Brorzyax. Issue, revoke, or suspend. In other words, Mr.
Libonati, if there is substantial evidence on the record certified to the
court of appeals, to support the position of the Secretary, then the ease
isall over:isthat right?
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Mr. Lisoxatr. No he may call them in to sustain their position. 1
am sure you realize in instances like this where so much is dependent
upon the welfare of human beings that they would be very thorough
in their investigation and determination.

Mr. Brorzaran. I want to know vour concept on this. If the court
determines there is substantial evidence, then the case is all over; isn't
that correct ?

In other words, the Secretary would be right.

Mr. Lisoxarr. They could serve notice on the Secretary to issue the
license by order of the court. Primarily, in most instances where the
Secretary has some reason to deny the license, they may ask the appli-
sant for the license to correct those procedures and continue on and
then make a reapplication. It is purely a question of procedure as to
what in the court’s determination would be proper relative to this
drug which must have some remedy in its application.

Mr. Roperts. Let the Chair state there can be some disagreement. as
to what the procedure will be but I am sure counsel can straighten us
out on this in executive session, '

Mr. Brorzatan. I know our colleague is a distinguished attorney
himself and T am not trying to be argumentative about the provisions.
I just want to understand what the bill is supposed to do so I can
understand the rest of the testimony.

Mr. Lisoxarn A judicial appeal is to do equity where equity is
found. If there ave no equities and in the practical acceptance of the
report of the HEW, you will find they will be sustained in most cases.

It is the one case where they, by their own limitations and rules and
procedures must frown against or deny that the court can alleviate this
situation if the drug is worth saving. I think we will all agree to that,
that no man advaneing a drug that he formulated through research
and so forth would persist if there were no value to the drug at all to
follow this procedure. -

It certainly would expose him to the fraudulent position that he
had taken to the drug :mr}t1|vmi,~+rr-pr(-s~‘vm:1| ions made.

I think that in itself is a guard against this law being used pro-
miseuously by persons who have no honesty of purpose in pursuing
their rights.

Mr. Roperrs. Even under this procedure, if the gentleman from
Colorado will yield, the proponent or applicant would be at a tre-
mendous disadvantage,

The burden of proof is going to be upon him to reverse the agency
under this bill. So he would be in a very bad position to start even
with this legislative authority.

Mr. Ligoxati. He would have to show that he followed and served
every requirement of the law in order to get into the court. His peti-
tion can be dismissed without giving him any judicial appeal at all
if they feel there is no basis upon which to issue.

Mr. Brorzaran. Thank you.

Mr, Roperts. Mr, Rogers.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. The purpose, I understand, of your legisla-
tion, is simply to allow an aggrieved party to have some remedy be-
yond the departmental level, to go to the courts, if necessary, to set
aside an order which would not be sustained by substantial evidence.

Mr. LigoNarr. And also the public interest involved, of course, if
the drug has remedial application.
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Mr. Rocers of Florida. Thank you very much.

Mr. Rogerrs. Ithank the gentleman.

The next witness will be Dr. Roderick Murray, Director, Division
of Biological Standards, National Institute of Health; accompanied
by Mr. Theodore Ellenbogen, Office of General Counsel.

We are glad to have you before our committee and you, Mr. Ellen-
bogen. We have not seen you since the Drug Act.

STATEMENT OF DR. RODERICK MURRAY, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF
BIOLOGICAL STANDARDS, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH,
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, BETHESDA, MD.; ACCOMPANIED BY
THEODORE ELLENBOGEN, DEPUTY CHIEF, DIVISION OF LEGISLA-
TION, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Dr. Murray. I am Dr. Roderick Murray, Director of the Division
of Biological Standards of the National Institutes of Health, U.S.
Public Health Service.

This Division has the responsibility for carrying out those pro-
visions of the Public Health Service Act which deal with biological
products.

We have no prepared statement. The Department has presented
formal comments on this bill and included in this document are some
recommendations for perfecting amendments and if there are any
questions on that, Mr. Ellenbogen would be happy to speak to it.

Mr. Roserrs. Do you favor the bill with the amendments

Dr. Murray. We have no objection to the bill.

Mr. Roeerts. The Department has not taken a formal position as
yet.

Mr. Errensocen. We have taken the formal position that we have
no objection.

Dr. Murray. I would like to say in the history of this type of
activity; that is, the licensing of biological products, which does go
back to 1902, we have had no occasion where such a grievance has come
up, and there does exist within the regulations relating to biological
products a procedure under which the Surgeon General can appoint
a hoard in order to look into a grievance and give whatever redress
1S necessary.

I would like to point out, parenthetically, that the substance of all
of these actions is actually scientific and technical in nature. Act ion
on licensing of biological products will depend upon such matters as
the safety, the purity, and the potency of these produects, and that in
licensing a product or in denying the license for a product, all of the
available information will be taken into consideration, and that the
expertise in this regard does not completely reside within our Division
or within the Public Health Service, inasmuch as when particularly
difficult problems of a scientific nature come up, it is possible to confer
with the very best scientific talent in the country on this matter,

Mr. Roperrs. Dr. Murray, give us a good example of what you would
consider a product covered by this bill.

Dr. Murray. T would think that the recently licensed live measles
vaccine is a good example. If I might take a few moments and de-
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seribe what is involved in this licensing, it might give some elarifica-
Lion.

Mr. Roeerrs. You may do so.

Dr. Murray. As soon as measles virus was isolated some 8 or 9 years
ago by Dr. Enders, it was immediately evident to those active in this
field that a vaccine was a definite probability, once the necessary sci-
entific processes had been worked out.

This proved to be a long-drawn-out business and it was only this
year that the vaccine was eventually licensed.

In order to meet this eventuality the Public Health Service started
very early in order to meet the problems involved. to develop scientific
research programs so that information would be available at about the
time the product might be available for licensing.

In :arltailiun. it conferred with experts in this country and from
abroad and in the process of this it developed a series of recommenda-
tions which industry could use for the testing and production of such
a vaceine.  This was looking forward to the development of a set of
regulations which would cover the essential aspects of safety, purity,
and potency. This also included the clinical efficacy of the vaceine in
the field, so that these would be in effect at the time that manufacturers
were ready to apply for a license,

This was a very laborious task, as you might imagine, but it was ac-
complished, and in the spring of this year measles vaccine was licensed
on the basis that the manufacturer had met the requirements which
had been set forth in these regulations which had been previously
published.

Mr. Roserrs. That is very interesting, Doctor, When will we make
this measles vaccine available and, if so. will we do it under the pro-
visions of the mass vaccine program #

Dr. Murray. That is completely outside of my field of responsibility
and I am unable to answer that. Our Division is concerned with the
problems entirely related to the safety, purity, and potency of the
product and not in its supply in the field.

Mr. Roperrs. Do you know when the vaccine will be available in
volume?

Dr. Murray. It is available in rather substantial amounts at the
present time.

Mr. Roserrs. So far, have you had any reaction from the use of it?
Have you had any response, or is it successful, in your opinion ?

Dr. Murray. The reports from the field have been rather gratifying.
It is expected from the clinical evidence that was available even before
licensing that there will be a certain number of children who would
have mild reactions, such as a fever for a couple of days, and some
might even have rash, but this would be a mild illness and would in
no way incapacitate them.

Upward now of 2 million doses have been used.

Mr. Rogerts. Upward of 2 million doses ?

Dr. Murray. Yes,sir.

Mr. Roserrs. How many injections would they have to have?

Dr. Murray. One.

Mzr. Roperts. Would they be given with other vaceines?

Dr. Murray. Not mixed, but separately. It is possible to give them
simultaneously.
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Mr. Roperts. How serious is measles as a problem in this country ¢

Dr. Murray. I cannot give you any exact figures but it is considered
to be a rather serious problem in the sense that it does cause a con-
siderable amount of encephalitis and a number of children who have
had measles do suffer from mental dullness as a result of that.

Mr. Roperts. Thank you, Doctor. The committee would certainly
like to compliment you and all the members of your staff and the peo-
ple at the NIH and everyone who has a part in bringing this wonder-
ful blessing to our people and the people of the world.

Mr. Brotzman ?

Mr. Brorzarax. When you say “biological products,” what does that
mean ¢

Dr. Murray. Largely this concerns materials which are in the na-
ture of vaccines, serums as commonly understood, and human blood
for transfusion and products made from human blood such as albumin
and gammaglobulin. Some of the vaccines I could mention are small-
pox vaccine, typhoid vaccine, cholera vaccine, Serums would be
fetanus antitoxin, diptheria antitoxins and products which are anal-
ogous to these.

Mr. Brorzaan. I think you stated that you make a determination
as to “safety, purity, and potency.” Isthat correct?

Dr, Murray. That is correct.

Mr. Brotzaan. You have looked at this particular bill we are con-
sidering here this morning ?

Dr. Mugrray. Yes.

Mr. Brorzarax. What T am interested in knowing is what kind of
record is made in your agency that would be available for review by
the Court.

Can you explain to me what sort of hearings are prepared? T am
talking about just fundamental things such as, does a reporter take
testimony or are documents filed to make a record.

Dr. Murray. What usually happens is that a manufacturer in-
terested in a particular product will submit documents which con-
stitute an application for a license for this part icular product.

The documentation will vary according to the kind of product. Ob-
viously in a thing like measles or polio vaceine, the documentation will
be very extensive.

Mr. Brorzaax. Pardon me at this juncture. To whom does he sub-
mit this documentation at the initiation of his application?

Dr. Murray. To the Surgeon General but it is handled within the
Division of Biological Standards.

Mr. Ertexeocex. You asked before what kind of hearing record
was made. The fact is that there has never been an application for a
hearing under section 351 of the Publie Health Service Act so that
there is no actual case of a hearing.

Never in the history of this program has there ever been a request
for an opportunity for a hearing although the regulations do afford
that opportunity, so the documentation that Dr, Murray referred to
was not at the hearing stage although if it went to the hearing stage
these documents would presumably be submitted for inclusion in the
record.

Mr. Brorzarax. Now I think we are making some progress as far
as I am concerned.
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If the hearing is requested under the applicable regulations, then a
record would be made at that particular juncture? Is that right ?

Mr. ErrexsoceN. That is correct.

Dr. Murray. As I understand Mr. Brotzman’s question, it was, how
did we develop the record for a new product so that in the event that a
hearing might come up at a later date this documentation might be
available?

Mr. Brorzman. This is correct.

Dr. Murray. I mentioned, first of all, the documentation in con-
nection with the initial application by the manufacturer. Subsequent
to that there would be correspondence, clarification, there would be
conferences held with the manufacturer’s scientific personnel in order
to clarify points that were not clear, there might be requests for addi-
tional information, and in addition to that there would be a record
of laboratory and other tests which are carried out by our own division
and other scientific bodies, references to the scientific literature, and
S0 on.

Usually this would all culminate in the issuance of a license, because
if the license is not going to be issued it becomes evident at an early
stage that the information required is not going to be available,

Mr. Brorzman. In the event the license application was refused and
let us say the aggrieved party desired to pursue his or her remedy
under section 351, at the hearing is the right of cross-examination and
all of the other rights of a fair hearing afforded to the particular indi-
vidual at that juncture ?

Dr. Murray. I would have to defer to Mr. Ellenbogen.

Mr. Evtexsocen. The regulations do not spell out the procedures
for the hearing but the right of cross-examination is inherent in the
concept of a fair hearing, so that my answer would be “Yes,” but it
is not spelled out in so many words in the re’;zulations.

It just says “an opportunity for hearing.”

Mr, Brorzman. That is section 351.

Mr. ELLeNBoGeN. Yes, of the Public Health Service Act.

May I say that section 351 does not refer to a hearing. Section 351
says, “All such licenses shall be issued, suspended, and revoked as
prescribed by regulations,” and the regulations, in turn, provide for
an opportunity for hearing.

.\EI)'. Brorzmax. The reason I am asking these questions is I was
trying to find out what kind of record there would be at the time the
Court might be called upon to review them.

Mr. EvcLexsogen. If we had a hearing there would be a presiding
officer or board; the regulations provide for a board, in certain cases,
of officers.  While this is not spelled out in the regulations, there
would be documentary evidence, there could be oral testimony on both
sides and cross-examination, and all of this would be taken down and
included in a full record, just as it is in hearings under the Food and
Drug Act.

Mr. Brorzmaxn. Is testimony taken under oath?

Mr. EvcexpoceN. I don’t recall offhand whether under the Food
and Drug Act testimony is taken under oath. Presumably an oath
would be administered when there is oral testimony.

Mr. Brorzaan. The answer really is you do not know ¢

Mr. Evrensocex. I would have to inquire how we proceed in that
respect under the Food and Drug Act. The Administrative Proce-
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dure Act, in enumerating the powers of presiding officers, says that
the hearing officer, subject to the agency’s rules “and within its
powers,” may administer oat hs. I can supply the information for the
record as to how we proceed under the Administrative Procedure Act
on that point, under the Food and Drug Act.

(The following letter was later received from Mr. Ellenbogen :)

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
July 12, 1963.
Hon. KENNETH A. ROBERTS,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Public Health and Safety, Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN: At the hearing on H.R. 3408 held before your subcom-
committee on July 9, I was asked by Congressman Brotzman whether, if the
bill were enacted, witnesses appearing at hearings under the bill would be put
under oath. I responded that we would follow the same practice as is employed
at hearings under the new-drug section (sec. 505) of the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetie Act, and I undertook to supply the information as to that practice
for the record (pp. 21 and 22 of typed transcript).

I have now examined the applicable regulations under that act and find that
section 130,17 of the regulations provides that the hearing examiner “will have
the power to administer oaths and affirmations * * *” and section 130.21
provides : “Each witness shall, before proceeding to testify, be sworn or make
affirmation.”

I should appreciate it if you would be good enough to have this information
inserted at the appropriate place in the record of the hearing.

Sineerely yours,
THEODORE ELLENBOGEN,

Deputy Chief, Legislation Division, Office of the General Counsel.

Mr. Brorzaan. I think it makes a difference, and I believe the
sponsor would agree, what kind of record there was available for
the court to review.

Mr. Errexsoceyn. The provision in this bill is a fairly standard
provision subject to certain corrections.

Mr. Brorzarax. Did I understand there were certain amendments
your agency is recommending that might improve the bill?

Mr. Eroexpoces. Yes, indeed. When I said before that we had
no objection to the bill, T should have said,” if certain perfecting
amendments are made.” I can summarize those if you wish.

Mr. Brorzmax. Maybe the chairman intends to proceed to find
out what they are but I would be interested, of course, in knowing
what they are at the appropriate time.

Mr. Ligoxatr. They are purely amendments within the procedures
of the HEW itself to arrive at the situation where they have in ful-
fillment carried out their questions of appeal, giving the right of
appeal to the applicant.

Mr. Roperrs. I have just one brief question. I am sure, Dr. Murray,
you and your associates are familiar with the various efforts that
have been made to license Krebiozen.

Would this bill or its provisions cover that particular product ?

Dr. Murray. I think it is fair to say the Department made a _de-
termination some years ago that Krebiozen was a biological product
subject to the Public Health Service Act and therefore would be
covered.

However, it was in an investigative state and a license application
for the product has not been filed so we have taken no action on it.

Mr. Roserts. No application for a license has actually been made?

33-262—64——3
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Dr. Murray. That is correct. The proponents have stated that
they believe it is subject to the Food :III(% Drug Act and I understand
they did submit a new-drug application.

Mr. Roserrs. No application has been made so far as you know
to the Division of Biological Standards for the issuance of a license?

Dr. Murray. That is right. No license application has been filed.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. There are no substantive amendments: is
that right ?

Mr. Eriexpocen. We consider them all procedural. The only
amendment that may have substantive implications is one which your
committee included in the Harris-Kefauver amendments last year au-
thorizing a summary suspension pending hearing where there is an
imminent hazard to the pu];l ic health.

I might say that that is also provided for in the regulations at
present.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. In your mind, who has the burden of proof
on an appeal of this nature?

Mr. Eviessocex. The appellant has the burden of showing that
either the findings of fact of the Secretary are not supported by sub-
stantial evidence when considered on the record as a whole, or that
there was some error of law.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Must the Secretary make a positive showing
that the questions of fact are sustained by snh:‘-‘»tunt:i:tll evidence?

Mr. Evexpocen. T think the burden is on the other side. Whoever
appeals to an appellate court always has the burden of showing that
the order from which he appeals is wrong, whether on the facts or on
the law.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. What, in your definition, is substantial evi-

dence ?

Mr. Evrenpocexn. The bill refers to substantial evidence on the rec-
ord as a whole. This phrase, or a similar one, is used in the Adminis-
trative Procedure Act and has been interpreted by the Supreme Court
in the Universal C'amera case. That case arose under the National
Labor Relations Act but that decision, I think, is pertinent in answer-
ing vour question, and there Justice Frankfurter explained that the
term “substantial evidence on the record as a whole™ does not permit
the court to search the record for some isolated piece of evidence that
might, in itself, be substantial and say that that supports the decision
below. It must look at the record as a whole. and only if on that
basis the evidence in support of the findings is substantial will the
findings be sustained.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. It is your understanding, then, that this law
would allow the Conrt to determine facts, as such.

Mr. ErLeNeocex. Not to substitute its own judgment for that of the
factfinder below. This is a standard provision, requiring the court to
determine whether on the record—looking at the whole record. both

ro and con—it can be said that the evidence that supports the findings
1s substantial.

That much the Court would do on the facts, and T would say that
under the National Labor Relations Act the Court has sometimes gone
pretty far in upsetting decisions as not being supported by substantial
evidence on the whole record.
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I imagine that where the facts are so highly scientific as they are
likely to be in cases that might arise under this bill, a court would be
rather conservative in upsetting the findings of fact.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Pretty much, then, you feel they would
adhere to the facts as found by the Secretary !

Mr. Eriespocex. Unless it were a case where, fairly clearly, look-
ing at the record as a whole, there was not substantial evidence to
support those findings.

There might be an error of law, too, and on questions of law the
Court would, while giving due weight to the administrative inter-
pretation, use its own judgment as to whether there was error.

Mr. Rocrers of Florida. Will the person who applies for licensing
of a biological product also, at the same time, have to comply with
the new provisions set out in section 505 of the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act?

Mr. Errexsocen. The situation is this: If it is a new biological
product, it is undoubtedly also a new drug within the meaning of the
Food and Drug Act. In that case, you look to the regulations under
the new drug section, section 505, of that act. These regulations pro-
vide that if the product has actually been licensed under the Public
Health Service Act, if it is a biological product that has actually been
licensed, it is exempt from the new drug section. If it has not yet
been licensed, then there are two aspects. If it is at the investigative
stage, then it is subject to the regulations under section 505 ( i) of the
Food and Drug Act which exempt a drug from the provisions of sec-
tion 505 only if it meets the conditions set forth in the regulations.
The regulations on new drugs intended for investigational use are
very extensive now, and your committee last year, in reporting out the
drug amendments, amended that very subsection of the law.

Tf the drug has passed the investigative stage and at that point there
is an application under section 505 for marketing of the drug—for
clearance for the market—then the regulations under the new drug
section provide that if it is a biological drug subject to the Public
Health Service Aet, the application would be refused.

The theory of that, I think, is that it would be a futile gesture and a
duplication to pass on this under section 505 if the drug is subject to
licensing under the Public Health Service Act. This provision of the
regulation makes that duplication impossible: in other words, the
proponent of the biological drug will at that stage have to go to the
Public Health Service and try to get a license.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Suppose a man is coming to you for the first
time and nothing has been done on his proposal. Does he have to
travel both avenues?

Mr. Evessocex. If there is any doubt in his mind he would un-
doubtedly consult with the Public Health Service and the Food and
Drug Administration as to whether this is a drug subject to the provi-
sions of this section of the Food and Drug Act or section 351 of the
Public Health Service Act. I would ask Dr. Murray to speak to this,

Dr. Murray. We have to work closely with the Food and Drug
Administration on such things. I might say biological produets by
their nature carry certain unpredictable hazards because they are
prepared in many instances from dangerous bacteria or viruses and
this is the reason we have these special precantions.




16 JUDICIAL REVIEW CONCERNING BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS

Congress recognized this in 1902 when it enacted this special law.

Usually, as the result of the first correspondence or telephone call
to either agency the matter can be decided and then the individual
deals either with the Food and Drug Administration, if it is clearly
a drug coming under their jurisdietion, or if it is potentially a bio-
logical produet then with the Public Health Service. ol e )

This, then, actually develops along a program of consultation from
that point onward then between the proponent and the ageney in-
volved.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. I realize consultation would help but what
happens now if you consult? Does one take jurisdiction or does the
other or does he still have to proceed ?

Dr. Murray. No, where it is clearly a licensable product, which
means a product which eventually will be licensed, the matter is turned
over to the Public Health Service and the Public Health Service then
will keep the Food and Drug Administration informed.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. You said up to a point of investigation, it
would go both routes, as I understood your statement.

Mr. ErrexpoceN. Were you speaking about my reference ?

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Yes,sir.

Mr. Eviensocex. What I meant to say was that when the drug
was still at the investigative stage, was not being offered for sale, and
had not yet reached the stage of application for a license, there are no
applicable provisions under the Public Health Service Act, and the
drug, if it is shipped in interstate commerce for investigative pur-
poses, has to <rnmp]l\' and the manufacturers have to comply, with the

investigative—drug regulations under subsection (i) of the new

drug—section of the Food and Drug Act.

[ believe in that connection there is also close liaison between the
Food and Drug Administration and the Public Health Service.

Dr. Murray. That is correct.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Do you feel, then, there is no duplication?

Dr. Murray. No, there is no duplication.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. You feel the coordination brought about by
consultation does not require, then, a manufacturer to have to go
through both routes. This is not necessary?

Dr. Murray. No. That would be highly undesirable.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. How many amendments do you have?

Mr. Evvexpocen. To the bill?

Mr. Roaers of Florida. Yes,

Mr. Evcexeocen. I did not count them but I can quickly summarize
them.

The first amendment we think essential, that I mentioned before, is
anthority for summary suspension of a license. '

Under the 1962 amendments to the new drug section of the Food
and Drug Act, when there is a finding that there is an imminent
hazard to the public health, the prior approval of a new drug could be
suspended summarily, in which event notice would be given immedi-
ately of the opportunity to an expedited hearing.
~ There is a provision along those lines ander the Public Health
Service Act at the present time.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Would this be a new section ?

Mr. Evcceneocen. This would be inserted in the bill. We did not
supply language, but if the committee so desires, we will do so.




JUDICIAL REVIEW CONCERNING BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS 17

Mr. Rogers of Florida. All right. Go ahead, sir.

Mr. EvLexeocen. The seconﬁ provision is purely a technical one.
The bill provides that the applicant or the party in interest, as the
case may be, is entitled to a hearing and then may take the matter
to court. Both the Justice Department and we were afraid that the
words *“party in interest” might be construed to include someone other
than the licensee or the applicant for the license, and we suggest it
be limited to the applicant for a license or licensee.

Third, there are a number of other suggestions on which, we say
in our report, we concur with the Department of Justice: First, to
delete a typographical error which is pointed out in the report, and,
secondly. to specify which court of appeals these cases should go to.
The bill says the U.S. Court of Appeals, but it does not say which one.

The bill might provide that the appellant can take the appeal either
to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the circuit in which the appellant
has his principal place of business or to the Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia, or it could just provide for the former or the
latter, whichever the committee desires.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. What is the recommendation of the Depart-
ment ¢

Mr. Errexsocen. We leave it to the committee. To give a choice
of both possibilities, which I mentioned as one approach, is most fay-
orable to the appellant.

Mr. Lipoxati. You must understand that there is a cost involved
here so it should be in the local district.

Mr. Eruexsocen. Third, the bill does not specify any time limit for
filing the appeal in the court of appeals, I think 60 days is the usnal
time limit specified in such provisions.

Mr. Rogers of Florida. }s this recommended by the Department?

Mr. Eriexsocen. We would recommend the normal time limit.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. How about the Department of Justice?

Mr. Errensocen. They mention the normaﬂ)t.ime period. I assume
a report has been filed by them.

Fourth, we and the Department of Justice recommend a provision
that, unless ordered by the court to the contrary, the appeal itself does
not operate as a stay of the order of the Secretary. That has no special
significance for the denial of a license but it has it for the revocation of
a license or suspension. Only when the court believes there should
be a stay, and tllle court so orders should there be a stay.

This morning one other question occurred to me, and I merely
mention it. The present regulations provide that in certain cases
the hearing shall be before a board of three officers appointed by the
Surgeon General. These cases involve highly technical and scientific
matters. If this bill is enacted and if this antomatically makes the
Administrative Procedure Act applicable, I doubt that the Surgeon
General would be able to do that. It might be desirable—although
as I say, this just occurred to me this morning and we have not con-
sulted on it—to amend the bill to specifically authorize the Depart-
ment—not to require it but to authorize it—to use that kind of
procedure.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Under the Administrative Procedure Act.

Mr. Exzenpocen. The Administrative Procedure Act says:

There shall preside at the taking of evidence (1) the agency, or (2) one or
more members of the body comprising the agency, or (3) one or more examiners
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appointed as provided in this Act:; but nothing in this Act shall be deemed to
supersede the conduct of specified classes of proceedings in whole or part by or
hefore hoards or other officers specially provided for by or designated pursuant
to statute.

Unless the bill is amended to specifically authorize the designation
of a hearing board of some sort, I doubt that the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act, if it applies, would permit this. I doubt that we could
continue in effect now the regulation which says that in certain cases we
would have a hearing board.

I am merely raising the question whether it would authorize

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Giving you permission to use the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act ?

Mr. ELLeNpoceEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Brorzyax, Will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Yes.

Mr. Brorzaax. Do you share my concern that if the hearing is not
conducted properly then the court of appeals may have a lot of re-
versals, so to speak, because of the failure of due process in the hearing?

Mr. Ervexeocen. Let me say first that we have never

Mr. Brorzarax. This is why T was asking you the questions a few
moments ago. It is not a novelty, I realize, but it would seem to me
it might be a problem.

Mr. Erzexpocex. When you say “not conducted properly,” are you
referring to who shall preside or what ?

Mr. Brorzaax. If a hearing is requested and held, I am concerned
about. whether or not procedural due process is accorded at that par-
ticular hearing, because this, I understand, will be the record that goes
up to the U.S. Court of Appeals.

Mr. ErrexsoGeN. There is no doubt in my mind that procedural
due process should and would be accorded and that the hearing would
and should be properly conducted.

If there is a hearing, we would undoubtedly be represented by coun-
sel before the presiding body. If there is a hearing board, I would
hope that at least the chairman would be a person skilled in the con-
duet of hearings.

Mr. Brorzyax. You say you have no fear of that but if T under-
stood your response to my question before, the present regulations do
not. set certain requirements.

For example, I asked you about the right of cross-examination, did
I not?

Mr. Ervexsocen. I said that is inherent in a hearing.

Mr. Brorzarax. Itisnot provided for.

Mr. Evcexpoces. It does not have to be. If the right of cross-
examination is denied, I think that would be ground for reversal.

The Administrative Procedure Act does provide for the right of
cross-examination.

Mr. Brorzaran. That is right. I am quite positive of that.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. If the gentleman will yield, is it not nor-
mally so that the Administrative Act is normally triggered in these
hearings?

Mr. EcrexgoceN. Unless this falls within one of the exceptions to
the application of the hearing requirements of the Administrative
Procedure Act in cases of adjudication—and licensing is defined as
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included in the term “adjudication”—then the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act automatically applies.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Would they not then antomatically apply
under this bill?

Mr. Ertexeocen. In my opinion, it would, unless this is a proceed-
ing in which the decision is rested solely on inspections or tests. We
are exploring this but we have not resolved this. Ifit is, then I think
it would not automatically—I mean, the hearing provisions. If it
is not, then it would apply. :

Mr. RoGers of F]m‘u]l:z. If it is just tests—and what else did you say ?

Mr. ErLexsocen. Section 5 of the Administrative Procedure Act
excepts cases in which the decision rests solely on inspections or tests
or elections, and elections do not come into play here.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Inspections are set down in the act.

Mr. Errexeocen. It would not apply.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. There is not need for it to apply, if it is an
inspection of records, if it is before the court or hearing record there
is no necessity for all of this business because the facts are before it,
so where there is any necessity for actual cross-examination, your
Administrative Procedure Act would apply: would it not?

Mr. Evcexpocen, That is correct.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Does that conclude all the amendments that
the Department has?

Mr. ErLexpoceN. Yes, sir.

On that last one, as I say, it occurred to me this morning

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Tt might be wise for the committee to con-
sider some mention of the Administrative Act.

Mr. Ertessocen. It disturbed me because under the present regula-
tions there is provision for such a board.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. I think it would be automatically triggered
l:lll we ¢in go intﬂ t'hill'. P

Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Roperrs. At this point would the gentleman from Illinois
have any objection to the amendments proposed by the Department ?

Mr. Ligoxatr. I spoke to the gentleman and on the question of
administrative ]n'm-ml]nm-. I think that is important. He 1s going to
submit the amendments to me and submit them to the committee and
then I can look them over and reconcile them with the purpose
intended.

I do not see anything wrong with the amendments in conformity
with what we are trying to do here at this time.

Mr. Hagrris. Have you had occasion to read the report of the De-
partment on the bill, Mr. Libonati?

Mr. Ligoxatr. I did previously when I introduced a bill some years
ago. I had no opportunity to read any report since that time,
however.

Mr. Harris. T think you should have a copy of this and read it over
and then submit a supplemental statement for the record with respect
to whether or not you agree with it.

Mr. Lisoxatr. I expect to do that as soon as they draw their amend-
ments. I am reserved about delegating powers to any appointed
officer in Government, prosecutory in nature, when we are seeking an
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equity determination in a bill apart from the various departments of
Government and rest it with the courts.

There may be some reason for this procedure and if there is I would
be glad to look it over and make a determination of whether or not it
would in fact defeat the very purpose of the bill by taking this ques-
tion out of one arm of Government with respect to the Department
and then having the Attorney General move in, whether that would
be detrimental to the interests of the applicant for a license, et cetera,
or whether it would be—I mean there comes a time when we seek
judicial interpretation in accordance with the purposes of this act, free
and independent of anyone, because there will—this will only lead to
i} 1'6(:01lci§i11g of facts that might have been judged in accordance with
the Department but differently from the court.

So I do not know whether this delegation of power to the Attorney
General would conflict with the interests and the purposes of the bill.

Do you understand my position, Mr. Chairman ?

Mr. Harris. No; I do not. The gentleman can make up his mind
after he has had a chance to read the letter.

Mr. Lisoxarr. I know the Attorney General approved the bill in a
previous bill.

Mr. Hagrris. I am talking about the letter which HEW submitted
here under July 3.

Mr. Lisonarr I never saw the letter.

Mr. Harris. They offer certain suggestions and I merely suggest,
Mr. Chairman, that the gentleman from Illinois have the benefit of
this letter and then advise you, by supplementary statement if he
desires, whether or not he agrees with the suggestions of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

Mr. Lisonari. That is very fair. I appreciate that.

Mr. Harris. We are not interested in the amendments and I don't
care about them offering amendment to you for approval. We have
staff members to take care of that. We just want to know what your
feelings are on this.

Mr. Roserrs. The chairman will make this letter available to the
gentleman for his comments.

Did you want to say something additional, Mr. Ellenbogen {

Mr, EvLensogen. No.  Although I am not sure what Mr. Libonati’s
suggestion was with respeet to the Attorney General.

Mr. Lisoxatt. It was my understanding that you were going to
appoint the Attorney General to a board.

Mr. Errexsocen., No;: the Surgeon General would be authorized to
appoint a board. I think there was a misunderstanding. If I said
“Attorney General” I misspoke myself.

Mr. Lisoxari. Then you might as well not appeal at all. You lead
me to the gallows and then hang me on a pillow, because the Surgeon
General is part and parcel of the Department.

Mr. Rorerts. Is there anything further?

Mr. Rocers of Florida. I think the point was in the initial hearing
the appeal would go to this board to see if any errors were made there
and then from there to appeal it to the court which would be inde-
pendent to review what this board had done under the Administrative
Procedure Act.
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Mr. Lisoxarr. T understand the Surgeon General on any medical
question controls the entire situation. 1 certainly don’t want him to
be appointing a board of appeal.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. I think the point would be that he would
simply appoint as a first step, for review what his group had done
to make sure they had been fair within the Department itself. Then
after three people from the Department had gone over the record to
see if they had been fair, then the appellant has the right to go to the
court to say it has not been fair.

Mr. Lsoxarr. I am thinking of the delay and passing through these
various watersheds of sereening of factual data.

By the time it gets to the court of appeals a fellow would not have
anything in the record. It is something like the “kangaroo courts”
they have on the deportation of immigrants. They prepare their own
record and you can’t get anywhere in there except through their ap-
proval and they even put in evidence after the hearing.

We cannot stand for that on a scientific question basically involving
probably the best testimony you can ever receive before any hearing
body or court, as far as technicalities and determinations in research.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. I agree with the gentleman on that.

Mr. Brorzarax, May I ask you one more question, Mr. Libonati?

You might have answered this one but I don’t think I heard it. Did
you have a recommendation as to which court of appeals should have
jurisdiction over such a case ¢

Mr. Lisoxati. Do we have that?

Mr. Brorzaax. As I understand the bill now, it does not designate
whether it will be in Washington, D.C., or elsewhere.

My, Lisoxatr. Yes: I have the opinion that where a resident with all
of his witnesses resides, that district should have jurisdiction over
the question involved.

Look at all the expense it would take to come to Washington with
all of the testimony, lawyers, all these records and so forth tha they
have, covering their proof for the purposes of procuring a license.

I think the least the Government could do is have the individual
present that evidence in the local area where all of the activities of the
applicant are being handled, and his witnesses can come into court
there,

I do not think there is any preference as the circuit court of appeals
is concerned to bring them all to Washington and with those costs it
might be prohibitive, particularly where most of the funds are ex-
pended for developing the formula and gathering evidence and data
and research in accordance with the rules HEW lays down before a
drue can even be considered. These procedural steps must be made
and this type of research must be adhered to and records kept.

I think it is self-evident that the loci should be in the circuit in
which the operation is involved.

Mr. Roserrs. Let the Chair suggest, T think, the best procedure
would be for the gentleman to review the procedures and make his
comments in writing so we will have them when we get to executive
session on the bill.

Is there anything further from the committee?

Thank you gentlemen.

The next witness is Mr. Clinton Miller of the National Health
Federation.
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STATEMENT OF CLINTON R. MILLER, NATIONAL HEALTH
FEDERATION

Mr. Miter. We have prepared a short statement for a short bill.

The National Health Federation is a national organization with
thousands of members who believe in freedom of choice in matters of
health where the exercise of that freedom does not interfere with the
safety or health of another and thereby deny him an equal freedom.

We favor any legislation that is designed to prevent or correct any
accidental or deliberate maladministration of any laws governing the
health of Americans. The present bill is primarily written to correct
rather than prevent unjust acts but will serve to deter improper agency
rulings,

The National Health Federation endorses H.R. 3408 by Representa-
tive Libonati of Illinois. We compliment him for its introduction.
We respectfully urge this subcommittee to give the bill a favorable
report. We are pleased that this busy subcommittee has scheduled
hearings on Mr. Libonati’s bill at this time.

Mr. Roserrs. Thank you very much for your appearance and we
appreciate your statement.

Mr. Brorzymax. With respect to your organization the National
Iealth Federation, you said you represent thousands of people?

Mr. MiLer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Brorzsan. What is the basic objective of your organization ?

Mr. Mmer. It is stated in my first paragraph. * We fight for free-
dom of choice in matters of health. We feel that weople should have
the same freedom to make a determination in ||t-:1]t|| that they have in
religion. We feel if an error is made the person himself suffers for
it and we feel in this country if we had the same rights in the matters
of health as we have in matters of religion it would be a far healthier
country. ;

Mr. Brorzmax. Do you have organizations in all of the States of
the Union ?

Mr. Mivier. I believe we have members in just about every State.
Without having the records available—I never had that question pre-
sented—but I know we have them in most every State.

Mr. Brorzyan. I have one more question.

You probably stated this but I did not hear it. What is your
relationship to the organization.

Mr. Micrer. 1 am assistant to the president of the National Health
Federation in charge of the Washington office.

Mr. Rorerrs. Thank you.

This will conclude hearings on H.R. 3406, H.R. 3407, and H.R.
3408, gentlemen,

Mr. Lisoxarti. These are from all over the country as to the pro-
graming of the bill. T have hundreds of letters also in addition to
these cards.

Mr. Rogerrs. Without objection, they will be included in the files
of the committee.

Mr. Miier. I believe these posteards are from members of the
National Health Federation which Mr. Libonati is holding up.

Mr. Harmis, I think, Mr. Chairman, the cards, might be referred to
in the record and if Mr. Miller desires, I would suggest that he be
permitted to take them on back with him.
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Should we have any need for them we could ask him for them.

Mr. Roserts. With that recommendation, the hearings on this bill
are concluded and the record will remain open for 5 additional legisla-
tive days for filing of any additional statements or information.

The hearing is adjourned.

(The following statement was received for the record:)

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL HEALTH FeperaTioN ox H.IG. 3408
At the conclusion of the July 9 hearing on Mr. Libonati’s bill, H.R. 3408, Rep-
resentative Harris kindly volunteered to turn over the letters and post cards
to the National Health Federation's Washington office, which had been written
by our members favoring the bill. Rather than request that each individual's
statement be included in the record we have compiled these names by States
and request that they be made a part of the record as favoring the bill, H.R.
2408, This will aid interested Congressmen to quickly find constituents who are
on record as favoring the bill,
Mesmpers oF TiE NHF WHo SextT LETTERS 0k Post CARDS FAVORING ILIL. 3408

Alabama : Thomas, 0. ., 2011 11th Street, Tuscaloosa, Ala.
Alaska : Canoose, Johanno, Box 4—4935, Spenard, Alaska
Arizona :

Bastien, W. G., 3805 North Ninth Place, Phoenix, Ariz.

Boceaceio, Martha, 424614 44th Street, Phoenix, Ariz.

Claypool, Dr. R. D. and C. E. 12002 113th Avenue, Youngtown, Ariz.

Colglazier, Mande, 3018 North Eighth Avenue, Phoenix, Ariz.

Freeman, Mr. William, 304 West Franklin, Williams, Ariz

Henderson, Lawrence E. 1108 West Second Place, Mesa, Ariz.

Luneau, Beatrice, Box 705, Benson, Ariz

Meidinger, Donald, 3341 East Habbel, Phoenix, Ariz,

Montgomery, Mr, and Mrs. Joe, 68 West Willetta, Phoenix, Ariz.

Pojut, Richard A., 2622 East Sixth Street, Tuecson, Ariz.

Taylor, W. BE., 601 North First Street, Willinms, Ariz.

Thomas. Earl, 4216 East Indian School Road, Phoenix, Ariz.

Tweedy, Mr, and Mrs. Albert, Post Office Box 172, Cottonwood, Ariz.

Wells, Mr. Gerald D, 3121 North 41st Avenue, Phoenix, Ariz.
California :

Adams, Ellen L., 2468 Albotress, San Diego, Calif.

Ahlson, Charles B., 211 Maryaisa Avenue, Watsonville, Calif.

Altimas, Mr, J., 22161 Bentley Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Anderberg, Mr. and Mrs, Paul, 5217 Castane, San Diego, Calif.

Anderson, Dolores, 40 Ternescal, San Francisco, Calif.

Anderson, Wing, Kosmon Industries, Post Office Box 20871, Los Angeles, Calif.

Ash, Mrs. C. D., Route 5, Box 105 C, Porterville, Calif.

Andy, Jeanne, 6512-A Monterey Road, Los Angeles, Calif.

Bachner, Mabel, 132714 Calumet Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Baima, P. ., 4521 Utah Street, San Diego, Calif,

Rarnes, Mrs. Elsie, 9048 Edenoats Avenue, Orangevale, Calif.

Rarricklo, Norma Jeane, 1055 14th Avenue, San Francisco, Calif.

Rickle, D. B., 217 West San Birdo Road, Covina, Calif.

Bidder. Isabell, 400 North Marylust, Glendale, Calif.

Birchley, L. A, Route 1, Box 114 A, Romoland, Calif.

Bird, Mrs, Lillie, 4041 Bower Avenue, Arlington, Calif.

Blanuw, Elizabeth, 5598 Forbes, San Diego, ( ‘alif.

Black, Dr. Earl H., 725 South Long Beach Boulevard, Compton, Calif.

Block, Cecille G., 241 Ancona Drive, Long Beach, Calif.

Blount, Walter E., 1980 Beach Street, Concord, Calif.

Boland, Miss Ethel, 446 Linden, Long Beach, Calif.

Booth, Annette and Marcus A., 909 Matilija Road, Glendale, Calif.

Booton, Mrs. Iva E., 6520 Sutter Avenue, Carmichael. Calif.

Bowen, Karen

Bowen, Lila M.

Bowen, Loree

Brmne, Mrs. Madge, 648 College Avenne, Menlo Park, Calif.

Brotherton, Estelle, 3797 Ardilla, Ataseadero, Calif.
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Brubaker, Beulah Y., 202 Wilson, Placentia, Calif.

Buckuer, M. Louise, 4521 Parks Avenue, La Mesa, Calif.

Burkhardt, May C., 1458 Ninth Avenue, San Francisco, Calif.

Buskirk, Mrs. Van, 430 Adelaide Drive, Santa Monica, Calif.

Call, Dr. H. A,, 22750 Guadalupe Avenue, Redondo Beach, Calif.

Carlisle, Mrs. Evelyn, 3834 Blanch Street, Pasadena, Calif.

Cathey, Mrs, C. A., 7716 Grove, Tujunga, Calif,

Cavilla, Beatrice, 12120 Marshall Street, Culver City, Calif.

Christie, Dr, James K., doctor of chiropractic, 4103 Park Boulevard, San

Diego, Calif.

Chromiak, Dr. George, 1014 South Beacon Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.
Colburn, R. C., 12036 South Clark, Bellflower, Calif.

Combs, La Niea, 51-B Franklin, China Lake, Calif.

Coney, Mrs. Ray G,, 3731 Crestwood Place, San Diego, Calif.

Conlin, Dr. Robert C. chiropractor, 7616 Pacific Avenue, Lemon Grove,

Calif.

Cook, Mrs. Ruth, 6231 East Lake Drive, San Diego, Calif.

Cowan, Mrs. D. 0, 541 South El Molino, Apartment E, Pasadena, Calif.
Cregger, T., 112281 South Wester Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Curtis, J. P,, 1378, Arroyo Road, Livermore, Calif.

Curtis, Ruth, 538 South Park View, Los Angeles, Calif.

Curtis, Vina K., 1671 Washington Street, Santa Clara, Calif.

Day, Roby C., 112 Lawist, San Diego, Calif.

Dayan, Dr. Marvin 8., 4811 South Western Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.
Davis, Mrs. Evan, 529 North Chester, Pasadena, Calif.

Davis, John B., Post Office Box 1385, Los Angeles, Calif.

Dellenbaugh, Helen E., Post Office Box 1107, San Jacinto, Calif.

De Pichon, Miss Suzanna, 1945 Broadway, San Francisco, Calif.

Dick, David L., 2-2425 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz, Calif.

Diebold, Wendell, 1111 Seabaigh Avenue, Santa Cruz, Calif.
Diehl, Harry J., Route 2, Box 1900, Escondido, Calif.

Diehl, Valida, Route 2, Rox 1900, Escandido, Calif.

Dockum, Bennie €., 6530 North Las Robbes Avenue, Pasadena, Calif.
Dodson, Mr. and Mrs, 0. E., 305 Grand Army Avenue, San Jacinto, Calif,
Donaway, Dr. O. E., 1241 Mangrove, Chico, Calif.

Dorr, Mrs. Catherine, 3369 Eagle Rock Boulevard, Los Angeles, Calif.
Dunbley, Mrs. Flounce, Star Ronte, Box 56, Oro Grande, Calif.

Eberhart. Frances, 1946 Camino Loma Verde, Vista, Calif.

Echols, Miss Corley, Route 1, Box 340, Thermal, Calif.

Eckert, Mr. and Mrs. 1., 319 Concord, Glendale, Calif.

Edwards, J. H., 222 Elton Avenue, Bakersfield, Calif,

Egan, Mrs, Mary, 440 East Alnarado, Pomona, Calif.

Sichler, E., 5206 Steveann Street, Torrance, Calif,

Jisen, Ruth, 319 North Ridgewood Road, T.os Angeles, Calif.

Enquist, G. 0., Route 1, Box 189, Alpine, Calif.

Fales, Mrs, Cynthia J., 6670 Millmark, Long Beach, Calif.

Faller, Mrs. M. W,, 36304 Concord Street, Newark, Calif.

Ferrel, John, 1542 Jupiter Drive, Milpitas, Calif.

Fink. Mr. and Mrs. John G., 3411 Woodecliff Road, Sherman Oaks, Calif.
Forde, Mrs, Lucille, 11671 India Court, Yucaipa, Calif.

Fortune, Mrs. Robert, 2537 Gould, Loma Linda, Calif.

Fraley, Mr. and Mrs. R. E., 928 Mission Drive, Camarillo, Calif.
Gallerstein, Mrs. Bessie, 1220 Chestnut, San Francisco, Calif,

Gano, Paul, 1545A Ninth Street, San Rafael, Calif.

Garwick, Floyd. 4847 Fulton Avenue, Sherman Oaks, Calif.

Georgi, O, R., 7059 Foothill Boulevard, Tujunga, Calif.

Gibbons, Mrs. Maude, 10530 Douney Avenue, Downey, Calif,

Graham, Meta, Post Office Box 501, Encinitas, Calif,

Grange. Mr. and Mrs. Robert, 19166 South Mesa Drive, Orange, Calif.
srant, Zella H., Box 22, Yucea Valley, Calif.

Granthan, Mrs. Tena, 4293 Loenst, Riverside, Calif.

Graton, Mrs. Ruth, 12572 Mabee Cirele, Garden Grove, Calif.

Gray, Mr. and Mrs. Earl J., 9138 Chester Avenue, Compton, Calif.
Groeppel, Gertrude, 1612 Ronan Avenue, Wilmington, Calif.

Gulle, Anthony, Redmond Road, San Jose, Calif,

Haas, Mrs. George, 5738 Hardwick, Lakewood, Calif.

Harcourt, Jack R., 2924 Aulih Drive, San Jose, Calif.
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Hardy, Lee, 113 Lime Street, Inglewood, Calif.

Harmon, Mrs. Edith, 44008 Second Street East, Lancaster, Calif.
Harus, Reed 8., 1406 Grayhold, Glendale, Calif.

Hayes, Charles C., Box 428, Santa Maria, Calif.

Herrmann, Mr. and Mrs, Paul, 871 North Oxford Street, Los Angeles, Calif.
Heyn, Mrs. R. B., 532 Plymouth, San Marino, Calif.

Hhee, Clinton, 3842 Wabash, San Diego, Calif.

Hillegas, Harry J., 3330 California Avenue, Signal Hill, Calif.
Hilton, Herb, 1727 Blakeslee, Arcata, Calif.

Hoagland, Mrs. Whitney, Post Office Box 213, Fort Bragg, Calif.
Hoerr, George and Mae, 2930 Colorado Avenue, Santa Monica, Calif.
Holmes, Mrs. Albert K., 973 Cherry Street, San Carlos, Calif.
Huber, Patricia C., 18720 Doty, Torrence, Calif.

Irwin, Margaret S., 1405 McDaniel, San Jose, Calif.

James, Dr. Leland, 906 Bank America, San Diego, Calif.

Jensen, Miss Hanna, 232 South Horne, Oceanside, Calif.

Johnston, Mr. and Mrs. Chas., 1324 Randol, San Jose, Calif.

Jung, Barbara, 1656 California, Berkeley, Calif.

Junke, Pauline K., 38 Conrad, San Francisco, Calif.

Jurry, Juell 8., 460 Ratslon, Mill Valley, Calif.

Kagarise, Nelson, 763 Southview Road, Arcadia, Calif.

Kelley, Dona G., 1305 Palm Avenue, Beaumont, Calif.

Killman, Mrs. David, 1787 Chalcedony Street, San Diego, Calif.
Knapp, Verda E., Box 33, Pine Grove, Calif,

Koko, Mrs. Barbara, 3369 Stellar Drive, San Diego, Calif.

Larson, Gena, Post Office Box 686, Lakeside, Calif.

Lefpointz, H. J., 5502 Clark Road, Paradise, Calif.

I’Ollemand, Gordon, Post Office Box 232, Malibu, Calif.

Lyon, Nellie A., 1150 Salem, Chico, Calif.

Lyon, Mrs. Pieree, 3600 Siden Creek Road, Soete, Calif.

Magee, Mrs, Femie B., Box 235, Joshua Tree, Calif.

Mallon, Charles P., 256 Sutter Street, 8an Francisco, Calif.

Marr, Mr. and Mrs. Leonard, 7809 Lynch Road, Sebastopol, Calif.
Martin, Charles H., 10199 Prado Vista, Cupertino, Calif.

Mathan, Sulcha R., 8501 Remick Avenue, Sun Valley, Calif.
Mauroe David, 930 Redondo, Long Beach, Calif.

Mebius, Rosa, 6608 Middleton Street, Apartment G, Huntington Park, Calif.
Meldon, M., 14268 Romo, La Mirada, Calif.

Miller, Mr. and Mrs. Raymond, Post Office Box 285, Miranda, Calif.
Moore, George W., Box 456, Shasta, Calif.

Moran. James L., 4101 West Mont Clair, Los Angeles, Calif.
Morris, Dave, 12726 South Brock, Downey, Calif.

Morris, Mrs. Naney J., 12726 South Brock, Downey, Calif.

Morris, Virrin, 1914 Clinton Street, Los Angeles, Calif.

Morrison, I. W., 1610 12th Avenue, Sacramento, Calif.

Mortensen, Mrs. W., Box 64, Yucea Valley, Calif.

Nelson, Eda E., 681 47th Avenue, San Francisco, ( alif,

Newton, Mrs. Bsther A., 38 Conrad Street, San Francisco, Calif.
Niederberger, A. J., 648 College Avenue, Menlo Park, Calif.
Niederberger, Lenine, 648 College Avenue, AMenlo Park, Calif.
Nilsen, Dorothy A., 1291 Las Flores Drive, Carlshad, Calif.
Noeccker, Frances N., Post Office Box 52, Mariposa, Calif.

Noel. Mr. and Mrs, E., 2220 Adams Avenue, San Diego, Calif.
O'Bruton, Mr. and Mrs. Clyde, 117 East 11th Street, Santa Ana, Calif.
Olson, Carl R., 16737 Tribune Street, Granada Hills, Calif.

Olson. Mr. and Mrs. 0. 8., 11861 California, Yucaipa, Calif.

Ough, Mrs. Lyra, 319 De Lavereda, Ojai, Calif.

Palmerston, D. C., Route 2, Box 2039, Grass Valley, Calif.
Parkinson, C. B.. 431 North Encinitas Avenue, Monrovia, Calif.
Paul, Mrs. G. R., Post Office Box 368, Cutler, Calif.

Pawlak, Mr. and Mrs. E. T., 8520 Stansburg, Van Nuys, Calif.
Pearsall, Mrs. T.. 285 Templetin Avenne, Daly, Calif.

Pearson, Mrs . 160 North Fourth Street, San Jose, Calif,
Pearson, Frances 0., 1862 Willow, San Diego, Calif.

Peauy, B. &, 854 Alexander Avenue, Merced, Calif.

Peterson. Mrs. Alice, 5510 West 78th Street, Los Angeles, Calif.
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Pels, Myrna F., 703 Cypress, San Bruno, Calif.
Pfeifer, William R., 1178 Summer, El Cajon, Calif.
Phillips, Mrs. Ethel, 11272 Trask, Garden Grove, Calif.
Phillips, Dr. Marvin, 20148 Plaza Delamo, Torrance, Calif.
Phillipson, N. (3., 12250 Eighth Street, Yucaipa, Calif.
Philps, John G., 6447 Clara, Bell Gardens, Calif,
Polterock, Edward, Route 1, Box 207, Lakeport, Calif.
Proffen. V. U., 1634 Clay, Redlands, Calif.
Raine, John A, 5305 Calaterana Drive, Woodland Hills, Calif.
Reaser, Kathryn J., 6500 West 89th Street, Los Angeles, Calif,
Records, Mrs, A. B., 365622A 105th Street, Inglewood, Calif.
Reynolds, Else E., Post Office Box 397, Ramona, Calif.
Robert, Mrs, Paul, 1662 Denver Avenune, Claremont, Calif.
Rose, A. G, 1910 Yettford Road, Vista, Calif.
Ruthaty, M. D)., Penn, 1100 Ynte Street, Santa Monica, Calif.
Sanders, Helen, 22850 Soboba Road, San Jacinto, Calif.
Scatcherd, Mrs. Ethel, 4739 51st Street, San Diego, Calif.
Seatcherd, Roy, 4739 51st Street, San Diego, Calif.
Schor, Aileen, 3048 t First Street, Long Beach, Calif.
Schultz, Elmer 1., 4842 Odar, E1 Monte, Calif.
Seaward. Mrs. Ruth, 24594 Prospect, Loma Linda, Calif.
Sheetz, D, E., Post Office Box 358, Weaverville, Calif.
Sivertsen, Harold, 25-900 Dartmouth, Hemet, Calif,
Smith, Helen A., Box 101, Anza, Calif.
Sonza, Paul, 17 Hampton Court, Alhambra, Calif.
Stewart, Robert M., 150 Robles Del Rio, Carmel Valley, Calif.
Tallian, Laura, Box 33, Sunnyside, Calif,
Thomas, Leroy, 1402 Montgomery Drive, Vista, Calif.
Tonks, Emily R., 915 Franklin Street, San Francisco, Calif.
Torgerson, Lounise 8 West Sixth Street, Los Angeles, Calif.
Townsend. Esther F., 545 West 1110th Street, Los Angeles, Calif.
Uceainer, Mrs. E., 1930 Ralston Avenue, Richmond, Calif.
Vann, John €., 11005 Monyath, North Hollywood, Calif.
Veldink, Mrs, Eva, 1316 Harding Street, Long Beach, Calif.
Vigeant, Mrs. . 3049 Noriega, San Francisco, Calif.
Vineo, Lonie A 9 South Wertom Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.
Virgilio, Susan, 315 West Third Street, Long Beach, Calif.
Waide, E. N, 5125 Rockridge Road, La Mesa, Calif.
Wallace, Robert L., Comnavairpac, Box 1240, NAS, North Island, San
Diego, Calif.

Weber, K. T. J., 4436 West Pico, Los Angeles, Calif.
Welch, Dorothy, 331 Waverly Lane, Los Altos, Calif.
Westphall, Shirley, Box 163, Amador City, Calif.
Wilkins, George H., 1604 Park Boulevard, West Sacramento, Calif.
Wilson, George A., 6455 Don Julio, Long Beach, Calif.
Wilson, Mrs. W, E,, 1700 William Henry Conrt, Los Altas, Calif.
Williams, Herbert A., 2043 255th, Lomita, Calif.
Winford, Jeanette, 2227 Floruiclta Drive, Montrose, Calif.
Waonden, C. W., 2735 Spreckel Lane, Redondo Beach, Calif.
Young, Frank M., 1708 Mavia, Berkeley, Calif.
Zilles, Mrs, Teresa.

Colorado :
Billings, Ted, 1031 Ogden Street, Denver, Colo.
Howler, J. H., 2555 West 37, Denver 11, Colo,
Kaess, Mrs, Cecil W., Route 1, Box 348, Salida, Colo.
Kelly, Dr. M. ., 4309 Taker Street, Denver, Colo.
Klimkiewicz, A. P., 126 East Jackson, Colorado Springs, Colo.
Myers, L. B., Sherman Avenue, Monti Vista, Colo.
Pinkenburg, C. A., 11 East Fourth Street, La Junta, Colo.
Thomas, Marilyn L., 7851 Zuni, Denver, Colo.

Connecticut :
Coar, Teresa Coll, Washington Depot, Conn.
Eyles, Mrs. F. H., 36 Ford Street, New Haven, Conn.
Linley, Mrs. F. M., Route 1, Fairfield, Conn.
Lukosins, Diana, 132 Mottegan Avenue, New London, Conn.
Mennone, Frank G., 709 Winchester Avenue, New Haven, Conn.
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Delaware: Brown, Mrs, William A., 104 Middle Road, Wilmington, Del.
Florida :
Anelly, Stella M., 4 East Bay, Jacksonville, Fla.
Ash, Mrs. M. E., 17480 Southwest 254th Street, Homestead, Fla.
Baker, Mrs. H. L., 2917 Northeast 33d Avenue, Fort Lauderdale, Fla.
Baker, J. R., 2574 Northwest 31st Street, Miami, Fla.
Beaman. Charles L., 666 Hammock Road, Melbourne, Fla.
Brooks, Danny E., Post Office Box 464, Monticello, Fla.
Heinze, Lisel L., 1406 15th, Sarasota, Fla,
Johnson, Mrs. Elmer B., 752 Northeast Harbour Drive, Boca Raton, Fla.
Lucas, Marguerite, 1644 Northeast Ninth Avenue, Fort Lauderdale, Fla.
Pendleton. Corleta C., 8551 Gulf Boulevard, St. Petersburg Beach, Fla.
Riohtor, Karl C., Route 1, Palm Harbor, Fla.
Russell, D. R., T14 Grano Central, Tampa, Fla.
Reindl, Bettie, 21 Bayse Wood, Fort Walton Beach, Fla.
Georgia : Goodson, W. M., 145 Norwood Avenue, Atlanta, Ga.
Hawadii :
Palmer. Mrs. Lonore L., 3035 Kiele Avenue, Honolulu, Hawaii
Watumull, Mrs. G. J., 2139 Punalii Place, Honolulu, Hawaii
Idaho:
Benson, Charles 0., Route 1, Box 103A, Hayden Lake, Idaho
Clark, Mrs. E. P., 3023 Regan Avenue, Boise, Idaho
ashrlman, Ida H., Route 1, Box 82, Hayden Lake, Idaho
Manwaving, Rondo I, 533 Wayne Avenue, Pocatello, Idaho
Meirr, Mrs, Janie, 530 Fifth Avenue, Lewiston, Idaho
Ilinois:
Chipman, A. L., 4726 North Winchester Avenue, Chicago, I11.
Davey, Minnie L., 167 West Washington, Chicago, 11l
Hatch, Herbert 8., 211 Park Avenue, River Forrest, I11.
Kilgore, 8. E., 692 Parkway Avenue, Elgin, I11.
Koplin, R. M., 3030 South Trippav, Chicago, Il
Kortum., Mr. and Mrs. G. H., 1530 12th Street, Rock Island, Il
Leman, Walter W., Route 1, Metamora, I1L
Lopos, Mrs. Harry, 2001 South Parkway, Chicago, 111
Maashant Neal, Route 2, Crete, I11.
Martin, Chas T., 404 West Allen, Springfield. TIL.
Meiss, M Anne, 800 Henman Avenue, Evanston, Il
Nogner, Elsie K., 1620 East Matheny, Springfield, T1L
Preston, Mrs. H. D., 1527 South Fifth Street, Springfield, IlL
Reish, Mr. Leo, Route 4, Box 125, Decatur, 11l
Schefsky, Mrs. Clara, 343 East Palace Row, Genesceo, Il
Sight, Mrs. G., 111 West Washington, Chicago, 111,
Simpson, Mrs. R., 1909 Maple, Downers Grove, I1L
Tale. Norman, 4254 North Kimball, Chicago, I1l.
Techa, Simon
Theodoron, John S.. 4084 SW. Highway, Hometown, 111
I'nderwood. Madeline, Route 1, Box 90, Custer Park, I1L
Wilmer, Robert ., 1926 Wilson Avenue, Chicago, I1L.
Zajicek, LeRoy G., 1613 61st Court, Cicero, Tl
Indiana:
Rowman, Mrs. Robert J., 805 West Spring Street, Bluffton, Ind.
Forrest. Mrs. Edith, Post Office Box 114, Albion, Ind.
Grepke, Mr. and Mrs. Arthur, 2223 Lafayette Road, Indianapolisg, Ind.
Hurrow, Mrs, Claude, 613 Taylor, Fort Wayne, Ind.
Voirol, Celesta L., 215 West Barnhart Street, Monroeville, Ind.
Iowa:
Johnson, Dr. J., 2015 Physt, Le Mars, Towa
Manns, Hilda, 605 Forest, Des Moines, Iowa
Mosier. Martin, 2015 South Nicolett, Sionx City, Iowa
Msogmo, Dr. John, § North 18th Street, Fort Dodge, Towa
Strawman, Cleo, 406 South Linn, Anamosa, Towa
Kansas: MeCurdy, W. E., 416 North Seveca, Wichita, Kan.
Kentucky :
Hicks, I. R., 1156 McRgan Court, Covington, Ky.
Stark, Mrs. Emma Lee, 2152 Lomell, Lonisville, Ky.
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Louisiana :
O’'Connor, Ronald, 3306 Annunciation, New Orleans, La.
Ruse, Mrs. W. E,, 449 South America Street, Covington, La.
Smith, Miss Pat, 2417 General Pershing, New Orleans, La.
Terry, Mrs. Camerson, 4937 Dixon Street, New Orleans, La.
Waidhas, Mrs. Antonia, 1107 Lair Avenue, Metaire, La.
Whiddell, V., 3306 Fairfield, Shreveport, La.
Maine : Timberlake, Mrs. Nlyra, Tuttle Road, Route 2, Camberland Court, Maine.
Maryland :
Bare, Jarvert and Louise F,
Flegal, Mrs, G, C., 1712 York Road, Hagerstown, Md.
Green, Mrs. Jules, 6804 2G5th Avenue, West Hyattsville, Md.
Gross, Charles
Gross, Mr. C. L.
Gross, Mary Stone
Kaufman, Frank 1., 2514 Talbot Road, Baltimore, Md.
Lebo, Rev. John R.
Morgan, Mrs, Mildred
Morgan, George Wesley
Myers, Bill
Myers, Patricia Aun
Slick, Robert K.
Stone, Elmer A.
Stone, Shirley
Stone, Hattie
Sykes, Mrs. H.F,, 4516 Cortland Road, Chevy Chase, Md.
Vance, Kirk
Wiles, Joy Francis
Massachusetts :
Boune, Mrs. Wesley E.,, Route 1, Falmouth, Mass.
Carlson, Beatrice 8., 113 Grimmell Street, New Bedford, Mass,
Emerson, Maud, 56 Syruphony, Boston, Mass,
Grimmer, G. V., 69 Pinckney Street, Boston, Mass.
Haven, Maj. R. E., 40 Clerissa Road, Chelmsford, Mass.
Hoeft, Capt. and Mrs. Charles R., 759 Potter Road, Framingham, Mass.
Huppertz, Mrs. Stephen Vail, Pine Needles on Brook Street, SBherborn, Mass,
O’Leony, Margaret M., 52 Viynt, North Quincy, Mass,
Michigan :
Baker, Mr. and Mrs., 6409 Pelwrize, Detroit, Mich.
Bascom, Mary E., 1832 Southfield, Dearborn, Mich.
Boles, Anna, 504 South Elm Street, Three Oaks, Mich.,
Brazina, Joseph, 5665 Elmer, Detroit, Mich.
Davies, 9 East Linda, Zeeland, Mich.
Dus Saulh, Mrs, Robert, 3073 Grandview, Grand Beh., Monroe, Mich.
Flowers, Mary M., 739 Randolph Street, Jackson, Mich.
Gross, Emma P., 20103 Irvington, Detroit, Mich.
Heafield, Mrs. Edith, Garden, Mich.
Hoffmann, R. P., Post Oflice Box 113, Plymouth, Mich.
Humber, Ruth M,, 86 Northeast Danson, Detroit, Mich,
Jackson, Thelma ., 55 Corcoran, Battle Creek, Mich.
Jones, Mrs. K. J., Dowagiae, Mich.
Kalina, Mr. and Mrs, Marvin, 18484 Stahelin, Detroit, Mich,
Klauka, Leslie and Myrtle, 5847 01d State Road, North Branch, Mich,
Messner, Mrs. Clyde A., 2009 Mackin, Flint, Mich.
Miller, Florence M., 2766 East South Street, Jackson, Mich,
Muse, Lonis and Cecil, Ronte 1, Williamsburg, Mich.
Schneider, Richard R., 19540 Winston, Detroit, Mich.
Skalski, Roman F., 6202 Horstia, Detroit, Mich.
Stopar, Lula, 20334 Parkville, Livonia, Mich.
Russell, Ben, Route 1, Grawn, Mich.
Taylor, Delbert E,, 620 South Maine, Maryland, Mich.
Schlenzki, Mrs, Paul, 823 State, St. Joseph, Mich,
Smith, Alta, 634 North Waterloo Avenue, Jackson, Mich.
Stores, Harold L., 6018 Canton Center Road, Plymouth, Mich.
Strobehn, Garnet W., 824 Michigan Avenue, St. Joseph, Mich,
Taylor, Mrs. Dwight E,, Route 1, Marshall, Mich.
Tompkins, Milton K., 211 Cedarhurst, Detroit, Mich.
Walker, Earl and Ellen, 5251 East Sanilac Road, Carsonville, Mich.
Zybach, Robert P., 300 Birney, Eneyville, Mich.
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Minnesota :
Abeler, George L., 700 South Douglas, St. Paul, Minn,
Baligrodzki, Miss Sophie, 534 Winslow, St. Paul, Minn.
Flugum, Lloyd, Bricelyn, Minn.
Kaspar, Mr. and Mrs. R., Route 1, Cambridge, Minn.
Kummet, Beanard, Pierz, Minn.
Mrosla, Mr. and Mrs. J. A, Route 1, Box 102, Rice, Minn.
Oettel, Mr. R, W., Mentor, Minn.
Potswald, Mrs. Carl, 4617 Cooke Street, Duluth, Minn.
Quinn, Mrs. George, 777 West Hoyt Avenue, St, Paul, Minn.
Mrs. Alfred Roland, Pinewood, Minn.
Schaefer, Mrs. H. E., 103 Southeast Bighth Avenue, Austin, Minn.
Sehmiod, Malter, 1361 Englewood, St. Paul, Minn.
Stolpe, Mr. and Mrs. C. V.. 1610 Warren, Duluth, Minn.
Theurer, Dr. T. J., Henning, Minn.
Wendt, Mrs, William, 22 West George, St. Paul, Minn.
Missouri:
Brock, Mrs. Carrie, 3433 Eucted, Kansas City, Mo.
Carl, Mrs. Elmer T., 4402 Phelps Road, Indepeadence, Mo.
Coyle, Vivian V., 4813 East Sixth Street, Kansas City, Mo.
Goodenow, Mrs. Fred, 6932 Claremore, St. Louis, Mo.
Harriman, M. T., 6139 Granada, Shawnee, Mission, Kansas City, Mo.
AMcElroy, Mrs. Agnes, North Van Brunt, Kansas City, Mo.
Monovitz, Dr. R. K., 711 Clara Avenue, St. Louis, Mo.
tector, R. W., 1416 Jeffeo Boulevard, Arnold, Mo.
Reichert, Mrs. Jessie B., 4325 Hartford, St. Louis, Mo.
Stanley, Ethel F., Tarsney Lakes, Oak Grove, Mo.
Tamblyn, Bertha A., 310 Van Brune Boulevard, Kansas City, Mo.
Taylor, P. C., 3741 Broadway, Kansas City, Mo.
Wehrman, Edna, Henrietta, Mo.
Montana :
Bray, Blulah, Route 6, Box 266, Park City, Mont.
Hathaway, Mrs. George D., 2520 Eighth Avenue North, Great Falls, Mont.
Leonard, G. 1., 1201 Seventh Avenue South, Great Falls, Mont.
Luli, Mr. and Mrs. Joseph, Box 352, White Sulphur Springs, Mont,
Rivear, Mrs. Lee, Colling, Mont.
Spencer, Phil G., 2835 Bayod Street, Butte, Mont.
Tighem, Frances Van, 214 Fifth Street South, Great Falls, Mont.
Wells, Anna E., 1027 North Davis, Helena, Mont.
Van Dyken, Mrs. Garret, 621 North Bozeman, Bozeman, Mont.
Wineinger, Mrs. E. M., 615 St. Johns Avenue, RBillings, Mont.
Nebraska :
Beam, Dewaine F., 2347 North 63d Street, Omaha, Nebr.
Beam, Hazelle, 4464 Pinkney, Omaha, Nebr.
Becker, Harold G., 2262 Jackson, Blair, Nebr.
Brogren, Louis, 121 East Park, Norfolk, Nebr.
Murdock, Alma R., 2004 North Bell Street, Fremont, Nebr.
Reimers, Anna W., Malmo, Nebr.
Shibley, Richard M., 404 High Street, Omaha, Nebr.
Voss, Emma, 782 West 11, Fremont, Nebr.
Whitehead, Wallace E., 529 South 31st Street, Omaha, Nebr.
Zielki, Mrs. Amandy, Oakfield, Omaha, Nebr.
Nevada :
Boardman, R. L., 98 Sunnyside Drive, Reno, Nev.
Caldwell, Charles L., Post Office Box 455, Battie Mountain, Nev.
New Hampshire:
Calkin, Lois L., 115 North State, Concord, N.H.
Chase, Robert Ratam, Warner, N.H.
Jones, Lester G., Pleasant Street Road, Pittsfield, N.H.
Luneau, 0. J., 11 Chapel Street, Concord, N.H.
Perkins, Russell and Judith, Route 1, Franklin, N.H.
New Jersey :
Brown, Mrs. Mildred, 44 Leroy Place, Red Bank, N.J.
Didel, Mrs. F. W., 48 Prospect, Bernarusville, N.J.
Gifford, A. H., 142 Lake Avenue, Boonton, N.J.
Giriffith, Bleanor, Naughright, Long Valley, N.JT.
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Pennell, Mrs. C. E., 100 Pomeroy Road, Madison, N.J.

Russell, C. L., 924-0 Parkview Apartments, Collingswood, N.J.

Walls, Dr. Mary Line, Main Road and Beacon, Route 3, Vineland, N.J.

Will, August, Route 2, Box 99, Mays Landing, N.J.
New Mexico:

Hurlbut, Hermine, Route 2, Box 92, Santa Fe, N. Mex.

Mortensen, Mr. and Mrs. H, T., 2113 Culpepper, Farmington, N. Mex.

Rainey, Mrs. Al, Star Route No. 2, Socorro, N. Mex.

Stokes, Mr, and Mrs. R. L., 521 Wyoming NE., Albuquerque, N. Mex.
New York:

Barnhart, Mrs. R. E., 91-15 85th Street, Woodhaven, N.Y.

Bebko, Edw. J., 301 Lavrens Street, Olean, N.Y.

Benesch, Harry J., 53 Sheridan Place, Staten Island, N.Y.

Benesch, John, 53 Sheridan Place, Staten Island, N.Y.

Bloch, B., 3957 Gouverneur Avenue, Bronx, N.Y.

Fuchs, Dr. Andrel, 140 West 57th Street, New York, N.Y.

Goetz, Mrs. Agnes, 57 Sheridan Place, Staten Island. N.Y.

Hazan, Rose, 251 East Kingston Road, Bronx, N.Y.

Hill, J. Arthur, Churchville, N.Y.

Kelly, Thomas 8., 115 East 60, New York. N.Y.

Kester, Mr. and Mrs. Kenneth, 413 Gilmore Avenue, Olean, N.Y.

Kleinberg, Park, 270 Eckerson Road, Spring Valley, N.X.

Krikham, Richard, 444 Esplanade, Pelham, N.Y.

Magnus, Anne and Erwin, 155 North Avenue, Staten Island, N.Y.

Osterhout, Laura, Box 131 Brandywine Street, Schenectady, N.Y.

Pare, J. 8., 64 Samuel Street, Lake Ronkonkoma, N.Y.

Plofken, Leon, 22 Bayard Lane, Suffern, N.Y.

Reslin, John J. B., 642 Rosemake Street, Bronx, N.Y.

Schellhorn, Robert, 100-20 220th Street, Queens Village, N.Y.

Signorello, Nick B., 1522 New York Avenue, Brooklyn, N.Y.

Smith, Carl D., 8 Pullman, Brocton, N, Y.

Snyder, Mrs. Kenneth, 9 Audubon Street, Rochester, N.Y.

Tapley, Mrs. E. W., 673 Seneca Road, Rochester, N.Y.

Wronovix, Richard, 11 Elizabeth Avenue, Staten Island, N.Y.

Yurchenco, Basil, and family, 20 West 84th Street, New York, N.Y.
Oregon :

Chapman, Daisy and Janent, 51 Chapman Drive, Engene, Oreg.

Castle, O. W., 1502 Southeast Bybee, Portland, Oreg.

Finseth, A. M., 516 Morgan Building, Portland, Oreg.

Getchell, E. Hope, 778, Northwest Third, Grants Pass, Oreg.

Hillemann, Dr, Howard H., 712 North 26th Street, Corvallis, Oreg,

Jester, Ethel M., 4414 Southeast 51st Avenne, Portland, Oreg.
Oklahoma :

Bollinger, Mr. and Mrs, J. W, 1401 East 46th Street N., Tulsa, OKkla.

Carlson, J. C,, Quebee Avenue, Tulsa, Okla.

Heffuer, Edna 8, 532 South Union Avenue, Norman, Okla.

Probst, Mrs, Geo, W., 2819 East 26th Place, Tulsa, Okla.
Ohio :

Alkui, Jack 8, 42 South Burgess Avenue, Columbus, Ohio

Donglass, Paul E., Route 3, Mansfield, Ohio

Dunkle, Mrs. R. Lvan, Newark Road, Route 8, Mount Vernon. Ohio

Eulio, G, A. De, 371 Meadowbrook, Youngstown, Ohio

Gary, F. 8., Route 2, Ashtabula, Ohio

Hainer, Elgin & Esther, 3537 Kirkham Road. Columbus, Ohio

Heck, Norbert J., Yorkshire, Ohio

Heiser, E. R., 334 West Larwill, Wooster, Ohio

Helvie, Bruce, 3737 Mantell Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio

Hunt, Lloyd D., 4531 Orkney Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio

MeIntosh, George, 1055 Quiltern Road, Cleveland, Ohio

Koontz, Mr. and Mrs. Lester, 432 North Columbus Street, Crestline, Ohio

Miller, Mrs. Daniel, Route 1, Galion, Ohio

Myers, A. 8., 4539 Innes Avenne, Cincinnati, Ohio

Perrigo, William R., 1521 Nelson Avenue, Dayton, Ohio

Pokorny, T. F., 12910 Mitis, Cleveland, Ohio

Renko, Bessie, 2568 Euclid Heights Boulevard, Cleveland. Ohio

Rogers, Mr. and Mrs. James, 3737 Mantell, Cincinnati, Ohio
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Ross, Mrs. Katherine, 3252 West 98th, Cleveland, Ohio

Sedlock, Joseph, 10006 Dunly, Cleveland, Ohio

Smith, Milton, 1124 West Main Street, Loveland, Ohio

Tankovich, Steve, 12508 Revere, Cleveland, Ohio

Taunlhabe, Miss M., 5314 Northeliff Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio

Weaver, Mose J., Star R., Millersburg, Ohio

West, Harrison T., 182 Crestview Road, Columbus, Ohio
Pennsylvania :

Amstmig, Janet T., 150 Maplewood Avenue, Philadelphia, Pu.

Ayling, Mrs. T. C., 727 North Jackson Street, Media, Pa.

Bliman, Anna, 2530 South Sheridan Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Brenn, Paul, Heigh-Ho Lodge, Route 1, Cresco, Pa.

Caum, Mrs. Suzanne, 909 Kenwood Road, Drexel Hill, Pa.

Cheney, Mrs. BElsie, Girard College, Philadelphia, Pa.

Christy, George, 953 Main Street, Aliquippa, Pa.

Corey, Lorraine, and Harold.

Crahall, Frank D., 49 Charles Street, Luzerne, Pa.

Copeland, Walter P., 28 Chelton Road, Havertown, Pa.

Davis, Dr. Alvin N., 1139 Marion, Reading, Pa.

Feldi, John, Route 1, Telford, Pa.

Froberg, Warren A., 351 Stockham Avenue, Morrisville, Pa.

Gerber, Mark, 1104 Gilham Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Grant. Alice M., 242 Margate Road, Upper Darby, Pa.

Hang, Miss M., 1605 Rockwell Road, Abington, Pa.

Hay, Mrs. Geo, D., Route 3, Sarver, Pa.

Heddaens, G. T., 9386 Cromwell Drive, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Heller, Joseph W., 14th and Torner Streets, Miller Heights, Bethlehem

Hess, Melvin H.

Imhoff, Alma B., Route 1, Stevens, I’a.

Joslin, Mrs. Dorothy, 791 Spring Lane, York, Pa.

Keen, Paul, Penns Creek, Pa.

Ley, William M., 402 Kent Road, Apartment A, Upper Darby, Pa.

MacFarland, W. Henry, 2834 Almond, Philadelphia, Pa.

Maiden, Henry, 103 Aberyl Drive, Pittsburgh, Pa.

AMoore, Mrs. Frank B., Glee Sike, Fairview Village, Pa.

Optometrist, Dr. Edwin Katez, 21 South Eighth Street, Philadelphia,

Pardys, Morris, 2203 Benson Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Pepino, Ralph, 914 Syda Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Preston, Mrs. Jave E., Box 149, Butter, Pa.

Radeck, John, Central Avenue, Avis, Pa.

Seary, Mrs. Ella, Route 4, Lehighton, Pa.

Riegfried, John E. Elizabeth, 2423 Rosemore Avenue, Glenside, Pa.

Sipes, Vernon H., Route 3, Greencastle, Pa.

Stranch, Lilian, 4016 76th Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Stone, Mrs. Isaac H., Route 3, Lititz, Pa.

Wagner, Myrtle, 1722 Revere, Harrisburg, Pa.

South Carolina :

Farmer, Raymond, Route 1, Seneca, S.C.

Walter, Mrs. R. H. Van De, 1346 Idolio Road, Columbia, S.C.
South Dakota: Weaver, Mrs. Arent, Route 3, Wessington Springs, S. Dak.
Tennessee ©

Donnell, Mrs. Eula, 5312 Nevada Avenue, Nashville, Tenn.

Donnell, Lewis E., 5312 Nevada, Nashville, Tenn.

Smith, Clovis H., Post Office Box T, Cookeville, Tenn.

Towery, Mable H., Box 396, Madison College, Tenn.

Texas:

DeVore, Dr. A. F., Box 68, Elsa, Tex.

Jameson, Mrs. Billie, 2024 Oakwood, Haltom City, Tex.

Malouf. Mrs. Phil J., Post Office Box 336, Rotan, Tex.

Neel. Mrs. O. R., 2401 Walnut, Amarillo, Tex.

Reindl, 2215 MacArthur, Houston, Tex.

Reindl, E. A.. 2215 MacArthur, Houston, Tex.

Smith, Dr. Clay W., 239 Club Drive, San Antonio, Tex.

Wilson, W. W., 6151 Ilano, Dallas, Tex.
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Utah:
Baker, Ivan H., Box 956, Mendon, Utah.
Bangerter, Laura L., 1584 West 33d South, Salt Lake City, Utah.
Care, Willard G., 170 North First West, Bountiful, Utah.
Ellis, Mrs. Frank E., 3564 lowa, Ogden, Utah.
Goddard, Mrs. L:l]mn 3707 anklln Ogden, Utah.
Green, Ella Mae, 279 North State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah.
Hunting, Iva, Post Office Box 415, American Fork, Utah.
Parker, Willard S., 5801 South 3500 West Roy, Utah.
Tuttle, Rachel H., 231 East Eighth South, Salt Lake City, Utah.
‘Wier, Leah, 36 North 2 West, Logan, Utah.
Wood, Mrs. Grant C., 1460 32d Street, Ogden, Utah.
Wooton, Wesley C., 795 Shannon, Kaysville, Utah.

Vermont ;
Hazen, Mrs. Billie R., South Hero, Vt.
Lewis, Dr. John P., 121 Park Street, Springfield, Vt.

Virginia :
Fauntieroy, Miss Lorimer, 106 North Mulberry Street, Richmond, Va,
Fields, Ben Allen, 919 West Grace Street, Richmond, Va.
Miller, Bonnie, 3800 24th Street North, Arlington, Va.
Moore, Roger Owen, 1304 North Meade Street, Arlington, Va.
Vaughan, G. K., 3107 Fourth Avenue, Richmond, Va.

Washington :
Anderson, Mr. and Mrs. Standard, 307 West Corrin, Orting, Wash,
Berner, M. Ray, East 4322 Third, Spokane, Wash.
Blank, Irma, Route 3, Box 3215, Bainbridge Island, Wash.
Cosealman, Joseph N., 10 Oak Street, Cheney, Wash.
Desmond, Sylvia R., 4515 Northeast 50th, Seattle, Wash.
Hay, Ardine G., 8057-30 Bell Way, Seattle, Wash,
James, Mr. and Mrs. N, H., 4540 South .J. Street, Tacoma, Wash.
Johnson, Paunline, 2010 Vnrtlwaur 130th Street, Seattle, Wash.
Lambert, Mrs. R. C., 6615 West Arrowhead Avenue, Kennewick, Wash.
Latta, 0. K., 1023 Ornhnrrl Avenue, Wenatchee, Wash.
Lincoln, Blanche, Route 2, Box 52, Shelton, Wash.
Machenheimer, Fred, 9918 Arrow Smith, Seattle, Wash.
MecFarlan, Kaye, 9831 Marine View Drive SW., Seattle, Wash. /-l.
Mitchell, Mr. H. Katie, Route 1, Box 404, W aslwugal Wash. /Q
Mlynarski, A., 124 East Edgar, Seattle, Wash.
Naugle, Leslie J., Bremerton, Wash i
Peterson, Deane, 2018 Bronson Way N., Renton Wash.
Pool, Mrs. Dean, 208 East Park, Davmn Wash.
Rosander, Mr. and Mrs. J., 411 North Birchner, Centralia, \hwh
Simpson, Mrs. Verlie, 3227 West Fourth Avenue, Spokane, W ash
Storaasli, G. C., Post Office Box 2344, Tacoma, Wash.

West Virginia : Wolfe, Luther C., Box 855, Elkins, W. Va.

Wisconsin :
Blahnik, Miss Viola, Route 1, Cato, Wis.
Cummins, Mabel Allington, 625 Madison, Stanley, Wis.
Dieringer, Andrew, Route 1, Belgium, Wis.
Lewis, W. Turnor, 215 State Street, Racine, Wis,
Morgan, Mrs. H. E. Route 2, Waunakee, Wis,
Noster, Fred, Route 1, Fredonia, Wis.
Olson, Harold J., 4020 North 24th Place, Milwaukee, Wis.
Olsen, Mrs. Mary, Sharon Wis.
Schmidt, Mrs. Alfred H., 186 West Moore Street, Berlin, Wis.
Tauchen, Ernest, Brandon, Wis.
Wynn, Norman E., 205 East Wisconsin, Milwaukee, Wis.

Mexico : Smith, Esles, Circunvalation No. 127, Colonia, Las Fuentes, Guadala-

jara, Jal., Mexico

(Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m., the subcommittee was recessed to re-
convene subject to the call of the Chair.)

O
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